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Introduction 
 

1. Network Rail, the Promoter of the Bill, has submitted its first draft Code of 
Construction Practice (“CoCP”).  The document is a draft for consideration by the 
Committee, all interested parties and, in particular, the three affected local 
authorities, North Lanarkshire Council (“NLC”), West Lothian Council (“WLC”) and 
City of Edinburgh Council (CEC”).  Even ignoring any special functions that the 
Parliament may decide should be conferred on these councils in relation to the 
Airdrie-Bathgate scheme, they have a special role to play because of their general 
functions in relation to such matters as public health, noise, health and safety 
(other than railways), roads and traffic management.   

 
2. The Promoter has been very conscious of the fact that the Airdrie-Bathgate CoCP 

should confer levels of protection that are not less effective, in the context of the 
Airdrie-Bathgate scheme, than are the draft CoCPs adopted for other schemes in 
the context of the schemes to which they relate.  At the same time, each CoCP 
must reflect the circumstances of its own scheme and those of each Promoter.  
The Committee’s questions refer to the Waverley CoCP.  The Waverley authorised 
undertaker is one of the affected local authorities and the other affected local 
authority is playing an active role as, effectively, part of the authorised undertaker’s 
team.  While the planning enforcement functions of both authorities are separate 
from project implementation as authorised undertaker, the close connection 
between the two has resulted in the Waverley CoCP taking account of local 
authority internal workings.  Such an approach is not appropriate for Airdrie-
Bathgate, where Network Rail, the probable authorised undertaker, is a completely 
separate entity with functions that are entirely removed from the three Councils. 

 
3. The Promoter is in active discussion with the three Councils concerning, among 

other things, their role in relation to construction impacts in general and the CoCP 
in particular. It should be emphasised that what follows is subject to, and is 
certainly not intended to pre-empt, what emerges from those discussions.  

 
4. The Councils are understood to be actively pursuing means of streamlining the 

CoCP approvals process.  The three Councils’ active and valuable involvement in 
the environmental enforcement/monitoring exercise, of which the CoCP is part, and 
the resource required for this purpose represents part of the Councils’ formal 
contribution to the project. 

 
5. In the following specific responses, references to an enforcement role for the local 

authorities is to an enforcement function for the local planning authorities of the sort 
provided for in the Waverley Railway (Scotland) Act 2006. 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Specific responses 
 
1. Will the promoter fund the appointment of environmental clerks of work in each 
local authority to monitor construction impact and compliance? This has been 
done with other recent railway projects such as the Borders railway (Waverley 
Railway (Scotland) Bill Code of Construction Practice, draft final version 7, 28 April 
2006, section 1.4) 
 
The Waverley CoCP allows for the Waverley project to provide an environmental clerk of 
works by way of resource for the two affected local planning authorities.  Despite the title, 
it is understood that the function of the ECW will in fact be in the nature of monitoring for 
compliance. 
 
Assuming the Parliament confers an enforcement role on NLC, WLC and CEC, it will be 
for the three Councils to decide what their needs are to resource the project.  As 
mentioned above, involvement through this role represents a contribution to the project 
which the Promoter believes should be valued as part of each Councils’ overall value 
contribution.  In that way, the resource required will effectively be a project cost, just as it 
appears to be for Waverley.  The difference is that the cost involved will be within the 
Councils’ direct control rather than partly controlled by the (in this case and unlike 
Waverley) separate Promoter/authorised undertaker.  
 
This approach would reflect the recent experience of NLC and WLC.  For the recent 
Blacklaw Wind Farm development they, with South Lanarkshire Council, jointly appointed 
a Planning Monitoring Officer whose function was to monitor the implementation of the 
scheme on the Councils’ behalf.  The remit extended to environmental monitoring as well 
as planning related matters.  (The scheme is understood to have been so successful that 
the three Councils have nominated the project for a Royal Town Planning Institute award 
for best practice.) 
 
2. With reference to section 1.9 of the code, what mechanism will be put in place on 
how, when and on what issues the project manager will liaise with the local 
authorities during the construction phase of the railway? 
 
This is a matter for detailed agreement with the local authorities.  The Promoter views this 
as an action that will be developed with them as the CoCP develops and which, once 
construction is under way, will be developed further in light of experience and project 
specific requirements. 
 
The Promoter is familiar with working with local authorities in this way in connection with 
large linear projects affecting several local authorities. 
 
The Promoter would be happy to provide a guided view of its Trent Valley 4 project so that 
the Committee can see a Network Rail project in action. 
 
3. With reference to section 1.5 of the code, will the promoter consider deleting the 
words ‘to seek’ in line 3? 
 



 

 

 
Whilst it is anticipated that it should be possible to reach an agreement with other projects 
to minimise the level of disruption, the promoter has no direct authority over other projects 
that may have programme constraints that mitigate against such an agreement. The 
Committee will appreciate that it is in the nature of an agreement process that parties 
cannot be guaranteed or forced to agree. The amendment would not accordingly be 
appropriate. 
 
4. How often will the community forums referred to in section 2.5 meet? 
 
 
At this stage of the project it is not realistic to specify a frequency. The times of community 
forums will be determined in consultation with local councils and communities. It is unlikely 
these would be held at a fixed frequency as the requirement for these forums will depend 
on specific activities within the project programme. 
 
The Promoter would be glad to arrange a visit to Network Rail’s Trent Valley 4 project to 
demonstrate how Community Forums work on this project. 
 
 
5. With reference to section 2.6 of the draft code, will the project manager notify the 
local authorities (environmental clerk of works), SNH and SEPA of any complaints 
and the action taken? (see Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill Code of Construction 
Practice, draft final version 7, 28 April 2006, section 2.1 for reference) 
 
Assuming an enforcement role for the local authorities, their function would be to act on 
failures to make good justified complaints, not as recipients of the initial complaints.  In 
line with the Waverley CoCP, therefore, it is not envisaged that all complaints will be 
reported to the local authorities, SNH or SEPA, and the Promoter does not believe those 
bodies would wish this to happen.  
 
As with the Waverley CoCP, there may be specific types of complaint of which the local 
authorities, SNH or SEPA would wish to be notified at the time they are made.  This will 
be decided in consultation with each of the bodies concerned.  They may, for example, 
wish to be notified straight away of any complaint arising from a significant environmental 
incident.  
 
6. With regards section 4.1 of the code, with the project manager seek the 
agreement of the relevant local authority on any out of hours working? (see 
Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill Code of Construction Practice, draft final version 
7, 28 April 2006, section 5.1 for reference) 
 
The local authorities will not control out of hours working per se because they will regulate 
the generation of noise, which is the real adverse impact of out of hours working.  
Sections 60 and 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974 will apply.  These provisions 
enable the local authorities to consent to construction activities giving rise to noise, and to 
serve notice under the Act restraining noisy construction activities that have not been 



 

 

consented.  Such notices can relate to the hours during which noise is generated.  The 
need for section 61 consent is specifically addressed in sections 7.1 and 7.3 of the CoCP.  
 
In addition, any proposal by a contractor for out of hours working will be strictly controlled 
by the Network Rail Project Manager under section 4.1 of the CoCP. Such a proposal will 
not be authorised unless all its impacts have been carefully assessed, taken account of, 
and mitigated as necessary before the proposal can be approved. 
 
7. Will the promoter consider enhancements to section 6.7 of the code in line with, 
for example, section 3.6 of the Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill Code of 
Construction Practice, draft final version 7, 28 April 2006? 
 
Yes. It should be noted that many mitigation measures for mud on roads specified in 3.6 
of the Waverley CoCP are addressed in section 9.1 – “Dust” of the Airdrie-Bathgate 
CoCP. 
 
The extent of the necessary measures will be for discussion with the mandatory 
consultees, especially SNH and SEPA.  The Waverley project affects some especially 
sensitive and environmentally very important areas, calling for special measures that may 
not be required here. 
 
 
8. Have site access arrangements been incorporated into the code similar to those 
contained in, for example, sections 3.8 & 3.9 of the Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill 
Code of Construction Practice, draft final version 7, 28 April 2006? 
 
Yes. Section 6.9 of the CoCP concerns entrance to construction sites and compounds 
(Waverley 3.8).  Sections 6.2, 6.3 and 6.5 of the Airdrie Bathgate CoCP deal with road 
closures and interference with traffic and rights of way. 
 
Because of the nature of the works (in contrast to e.g. the Edinburgh Tram project), there 
will not generally be relevant access effects on frontagers and other adjoining owners. 
Specific provision will form part of the promoter's discussions with the local authorities with 
the CoCP being amended as necessary.  
 
 
9. Will the relevant local authorities be consulted over the preparation of the noise 
and vibration plan referred to in section 7.3 of the code? 
 
Yes. The requirement in section 7.3 for contractors to prepare a Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan is part of the procedure of applying a section 61 consent under the 
Control of Pollution. 
 
10. Why have no maximum construction noise levels been specified in the draft 
code: will these be incorporated into a future draft and what will these noise levels 
be? 
 



 
At this stage of the project it is felt unrealistic to specify maximum construction noise 
levels. It is considered that a more effective approach is to require Contractors to agree 
specific and detailed noise mitigation measures as part of the section 61 consents 
procedure and/or the contractor adopting and demonstrating “best practicable means” 
(see also answer to Q9). This ensures that the Contractor considers noise mitigation at 
the outset and as an integral part of their construction planning.  
 
It is possible that individual section 61 consents may specify maximum levels at sensitive 
locations.  This will be a matter for the local authorities as consenting authorities under the 
1974 Act. 
 
11. Are there any aspects of section 7 of the code that do not reflect the standards 
and commitments adopted in other codes for recent projects such as the Borders 
railway and Edinburgh Airport rail link; what are these omissions and will they be 
incorporated into a future draft code? 
 
The key difference is the use of the section 61 process, which is considered to be a more 
appropriate and effective noise mitigation measure for the reasons mentioned above, and 
the application of Network Rail Company Standard NR/GN/ENV/00023 “Best Practicable 
Means: Control of Noise and Vibration from Construction Operations”, a copy of which is 
attached. 
 
12. More generally, are there any aspects of the code that do not reflect the 
standards and commitments adopted in other codes for recent projects such as the 
Borders railway and Edinburgh Airport rail link; what are these omissions and will 
they be incorporated into a future draft code? 
 
The Promoter considers the Airdrie-Bathgate Railway CoCP to be an enhancement of the 
Waverley and EARL CoCPs as it addresses additional areas, as shown in the attached 
document “Development of the Code of Construction Practice for the Construction of 
Airdrie Bathgate Railway and Linked Improvements Project”. In preparing the Airdrie-
Bathgate CoCP every effort was made to include mitigation measures that appear in the 
Waverley and EARL CoCPs unless it was felt there was a better approach.  
 
The document on the development of the Airdrie Bathgate CoCP  explains this and shows 
the additional sections in the Airdrie-Bathgate CoCP and where specific sections of the 
Waverley CoCP were omitted not adopted,  with the reasons for this given. The 
consultation process may reveal further areas that should be included in the Airdrie-
Bathgate CoCP. If so, these can be incorporated in later versions. 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Development of the Code of Construction 
Practice for the Construction of Airdrie 

Bathgate Railway and Linked Improvements Project 
 

 
 
1. Purpose 
 
 This document explains how the Code of Construction Practice for the 

Construction of Airdrie Bathgate Railway and linked improvements (A2B 
CoCP) was developed. This to enable those with an interest in the CoCP 
to understand its philosophy and why it differs from the CoCPs of other 
Scottish Railway projects, in particular the Waverley project. A detailed 
comparison with the Waverly CoCP is given in Appendix A. 

 
 
2. Development of the A2B CoCP 
 
 In developing version 1 of the A2B CoCP account was taken of the 

following: 
 
2.1 Airdrie to Bathgate Environmental Statement 
 

The Environmental Statement is a comprehensive assessment of 
environmental impacts specific to the Airdrie to Bathgate project. It was 
reviewed to ensure that all project specific mitigation measures were 
included in the Code of Construction Practice/ 

 
2.2 Waverley and Edinburgh Tram Code of Construction Practice 
 

These Codes of Construction Practice provided a good basis for the 
development of the A2B CoCP. These were used to derive generic 
mitigation measures and to confirm that the contents of the A2B CoCP 
considered all relevant issues.  
 
The project had been advised that the Waverley Code of Construction 
Practice was to be considered a model. However, for reasons explained in 
this document, it was felt that there additional issues that the A2B CoCP 
needed to address additional issues. There are also significant differences 
between the A2B and Waverley projects. For example the A2B project 
involves work on a live railway. A detailed explanation of this differences is 
attached.    

 

 



 

2.3 Safety Risk Workshop
 
 Network Rail In order to meet its Planning Supervisor’s duties under the 

Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2003 a risk workshop 
was held involving Network Rail Engineers and Operations personnel. 
This purpose of this workshop was to ensure that the project design would 
mitigate risks associated with the construction, operation and maintenance 
of the completed project. This considered the risks to the construction 
workforce, train operations and neighbours. 

 
 Relevant issues from this workshop were incorporated in the A2B CoCP. 
 
2.4 Network Rail’s project safety and environmental management systems
 
 Network Rail is amongst the UK’s largest client organisations and is 

currently managing projects valued at £2.8 billion per annum, most of 
which have significant potential for disruption to neighbours. 

 
 To do this Network Rail has developed Project Safety and Environmental 

Management Systems to manage these projects. The Project Safety 
Management System is contained within Network Rail’s Safety Case 
which is approved by Her Majesty’s Railway Inspectorate.  

 
 Where appropriate the A2B CoCP shows how Network Rail’s Project 

Safety and Environmental systems will be used to manage the A2B 
project. 

 
2.5 Trent Valley Four Tracking Project (TV4)
 
 Of all Network Rail’s current projects, the TV4 project is perhaps the one 

that has the greatest potential impact on neighbours. It involves widening 
the railway on the West Coast Main Line at various locations between 
Rugby and Stafford. 

 
 A newsletter on Network Rail’s internet page below shows the scale of this 

project and how it is being communicated to the local community. 
 
 http://www.networkrail.co.uk/documents/2968_newsletter-

armitagetotamworth.pdf
 

As the project is currently well into its construction phase it was felt that it 
would be beneficial to visit the project as part of the development of the 
CoCP. These were: the contribution of the TV4’s project full time 
Environmental Manager and Project Community Relations Manager; the 
requirement to co-ordinate different Contractors who have a common 
impact (e.g. dust) and that the project required Contractors to apply for a 
section 61 in respect of noise mitigation. 
 
 
    

 
 

 

http://www.networkrail.co.uk/documents/2968_newsletter-armitagetotamworth.pdf
http://www.networkrail.co.uk/documents/2968_newsletter-armitagetotamworth.pdf


 

3. Particular features of the A2B CoCP 
 
 For the reasons described above there are a number of features in the 

CoCP that do not seem to be addressed by CoCPs of other Scotland 
railway projects. These are: 

 
3.1 Emphasis on Project Design and Project Management 
 
 The A2B CoCP recognises that mitigation measures are not solely a 

matter for the contractor. For example, much can be done to minimise 
impacts at the design stage. In addition as the A2B project will involve a 
number of different Principal Contractors there is a requirement for 
effective project management to co-ordinate these contractors.  

 
The A2B CoCP incorporates such mitigation measures where appropriate.  

 
3.2 Work on existing railway  
 
 A significant part of the A2B project involves work on the existing railway. 

Such work can generally only be done when there is no train service (e.g. 
at night or early Sunday morning). The CoCP therefore distinguishes 
between such work and that on the new railway. 

 
Although work when there is no train service has increased potential for 
disruption, Network Rail has standards to minimise disruption from its work 
on the existing railway which are included in the A2B CoCP. 
 

3.3 Safety Risks 
 
 The key risks to neighbours from the project was Trespass and Vandalism 

and Overhead Line electrification. The CoCP explains how these risks are 
mitigated prior to opening of the new railway through design and project 
communications with appropriate parties.    

 
3.4 Network Rail project safety and environmental systems 
 
 The A2B CoCP states how the project will be managed in accordance with 

Network Rail’s project and safety management systems as stated in 
section 2.4. 

 
3.5  Development of CoCP and its relationship to other documentation 
 
 As the CoCP is a live document it was considered important to specify 

how the CoCP is to be developed and its relationship to other 
documentation which is as follows: 

• Version 1 of the CoCP was developed as specified in section 2 of 
this paper. 

• Version 2 of the A2B CoCP will take account of the agreed 
requirements of mandatory consultees. 

• Thereafter the A2B CoCP is owned by the Project Designer to 
ensure that its requirements are incorporated into project design 

 



 

and that issues arising from design are incorporated within the 
CoCP. 

 
When construction starts, Contractors have a legal obligation to produce a 
Construction Health & Safety Plan. In addition Network Rail’s 
management system requires the Contractor to produce an Environmental 
Plan. The A2B CoCP explains how it will be a requirement that Health and 
Safety & Environmental Plans will incorporate the requirements of the A2B 
CoCP.  
 

3.6 Section 61 application under the Control of Pollution Act 
 
 From experience of the TV4 project and advice from Environmental 

professionals within Network Rail it was decided to require Contractors to 
apply for a section 61 to reach an agreement with Local Councils on noise 
mitigation measures. This requires contractors to consider noise mitigation 
from the start when planning their construction methodology and to work 
closely with Local Councils.  
 

3.7 Compliance with CoCP. 
 

As there is an essential requirement to ensure compliance with the A2B 
CoCP, there is a section specifying the arrangements for ensuring 
compliance with its requirements by both Designer and Contractors. This 
includes an audit regime that is independent of the project team. 
 

3.8 Linked projects 
 
 The project team appreciated that duplicate work at locations common to 

different projects would increase disruption to neighbours (e.g. works at 
Roddinglaw for both A2B and EARL projects). For this reason a section 
was inserted into to CoCP stating that there will be liaison with other 
projects to minimise such disruption. 

 
 
4 Conclusion 
 
 This paper demonstrates the rationale for the development of the A2B 

CoCP and explains how and why it differs from the CoCPs of other 
Scottish railway projects. 

 
 
 
 
 
     David Shirres 
     Area Health, Safety, Quality & Environment Manager 
     Airdrie Bathgate project / West Coast Scotland 
     Network Rail 
     151, West George Street, 
     Glasgow G2 2JJ 
 

 



 

Attachment 1 – Differences between Waverley and A2C CoCPs 
 

 Waverley CoCP  A2B CocP Comment 
 1.1 Definitions and Glossary  
 1.2 The Project  
 1.3 Construction impact from 

ES 
 

 1.4 Linked Projects Refer 3.8 
 1.7 Project Safety & 

Environmental System 
Refer 3.4 

 1.8  Development of CoCP Refer 3.5 
 1.9 Compliance with CoCP Refer 3.7 
 2.2 Work on existing railway 

(community relations) 
Explains link to existing 
arrangements 

 2.5 Community Forums Good practice from TV4 project 
 2.7 Commitments Register Explains process to ensure 

commitments are delivered 
 3.1 Safety Risk Assessment Refer 2.3 
 3.2 OLE Electrification Refer 3.3 
 3.3 Trespass and Vandalism Refer 3.3 
 3.4 Contractor Safety 

Management 
Part of Network Rail’s Safety 
Management System (3.4) 

 4.2 Construction Compounds States location of construction 
compounds 

 4.10 Maintenance access 
points on new railway 

States location of future access 
points 

 5 Movement of Heavy 
Goods vehicles 

Requires designers and contractors 
to minimise HGV moves by 
minimising volume of earth to be 
moved 

 6.1 Relocation of cyclepath Specific feature of A2B project 
 6.4 Parking provision for 

construction traffic 
Could be an issued particularly for 
work on existing railway 

 7.2 Design to consider noise 
mitigation 

Based on design guidance in NR 
Contract Requirements 
Environment 

 10.2 Waste Minimisation  
 

Sections in A2B CoCP that 
are not in the Waverley CoCP 

11.1 Anticipated impact on 
surface water quality 

 

     
1 Preface    
1.1 General  Section not in A2B CoCP Addressed elsewhere in A2B CoCP 
1.2 Purpose 1.5 Purpose of CoCP  
1.3 Applicable Codes Standards 

and Acts 
1.6 Compliance with 

applicable Codes 
Standards and Acts 

Mitigation as per Waverley CoCP 
with addition of NR standards 

1.4 Environmental Clerk of Works  Section not in A2B CoCP Dedicated environmental support 
specified in section 1.7 

1.5 Programme  Section not in A2B CoCP  
1.6 Engineering Plans and 

Drawings 
 Section not in A2B CoCP Designers environmental duties 

specified in 1.8 & 1.9 
1.7 Method Statements  Section not in A2B CoCP Method Statements are an 

essential part of NR’s SMS 
mentioned in 1.7 

1.8 Environmental Training  Section not in A2B CoCP Competence of contractor in this 
respect confirmed at tender stage 

 



 

1.9 Restricted periods for in river 
work 

 Section not in A2B CoCP Not applicable to A2B project 

1.10 Appropriate Assessment  Section not in A2B CoCP Applies to River Tweed not 
applicable for A2B 

1.11 Structure of CoCP  Contents page  
     
2 Community Liaison    
2.1 Information and Complaints 

Hotline 
2.1 Community Relations 

  2.3 Information centres and 
website 

  2.4  Regular newsletters 
  2.6 Complaints hotline 

Waverley CoCP places Community 
Relations entirely on Contractor. 
A2B CoCP builds on existing NR 
arrangements and specifies 
responsibilities of Project 
Communications Manager will 
liaise with Contract 
Communications Liasion Officiers 

     
3 Roads, Footpaths and 

Cycleways 
   

3.1 Legislation relating to signage 6.6 Maintenance, Repair and 
alterations to public 
highway 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

3.2 Temporary and Permanent 
Closures and Diversions 

6.2 Road Closures Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

3.3 Pedestrian and Cyclist routes 6.5 Pedestrian, Equestrian 
and Cycle routes 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

3.4 Maintenance and Repair of 
the Highway 

6.6 Maintenance, Repair and 
Alterations to the public 
highway 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

3.5 Lorry Movements 6.3 Traffic Management 
Plans 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

  5 Movement of HGVs Specifies reducing HGV 
movements through reduction in 
volume of earth to be moved 

3.6 Mud on Roads 6.7 Mud on Roads Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

3.7 Traffic Safety and Control 6.8 Traffic Safety and Control Mitigation as per Waverley CoCP 
3.8 Site Access 6.9 Entrance to Construction 

Sites and Compounds 
Also covered in 3.10, 6.3, 6.4 

3.9 Access across site and to 
frontages 

 Section not in A2B CoCP Not considered to be a significant 
issues addressed by 6.3 

     
4 Protection of the Water 

Environment 
   

4.1 Waste Water and Ground 
Water 

11.2 Waste Water and Ground 
Water 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

4.2 Control of Contaminants 11.3 Control of Contaminants 
  11.8 Storage of polluting 

materials 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

4.3 Protection of Aquifers 11.4 Protection of Aquifers Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

4.4 Control and Management of 
Foul Drainage 

11.5 Control and Management 
of Foul Drainage 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

4.5 Water Framework Directive, 
Water Environment and Water 
Services Act 

11.6 Water Framework 
Directive, Water 
Environment and Water 
Services Act 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

 



 

4.6 Work in vicinity of Water 
Courses and Water Bodies 

11.7 Work in vicinity of Water 
Courses and Water 
Bodies 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP. Section on River 
Tweed deleted 

     
5 Noise and Hours of Working    
5.1 Hours of working 4.1 Hours of work Most of route is open country, 

Specifies longer weekend working 
which may be restricted in 
residential areas. Also specifies 
different hours for work on existing 
railway 

5.2 Noise Control 7.1 Noise and Vibration 
Impact; Design; and  

  7.3 Contractor’s Noise and 
Vibration Plan 

  7.4 Communications and 
Liaison regarding noise 

Based on NR Contract 
Requirements Environment, Design 
considerations and section 61 
requirement 

     
     
5.3 Vibration 7.5 Vibration Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 

Waverley CoCP. Vibration impact 
on fish not considered to be an 
issue. 

     
6 Dust and Air Pollution    
6.1 Dust 9.1 Dust Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 

Waverley CoCP 
6.2 Special Precautions for 

Asbestos 
 Section not in A2B CoCP A2B incorporates this in section 

10.3 
6.3 Air Pollution 9.2 Air pollution Mitigation derived from Waverley 

CoCP 
     
7 Disposal of Waste and other 

contaminated materials 
   

7.1 Waste 10.1 Waste Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

7.2 Contaminated Materials 10.3 Contamination Land and 
Materials 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

     
8 Ecology    
8.1 Encroachment into Wildlife 

Areas 
12.1 Impact on Ecology /  Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 

Waverley CoCP 
  12.2 General Mitigation 

Measures 
Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

8.2 Protection of breeding birds 12.3 Protection of breeding 
birds 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

8.3 Protection of Badgers 
8.4 Protection of Fisheries 
8.5 Protection of Otters 
8.6 Protection of Bats 

12.4 Protected species Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

8.7 Protection of Mature Trees 12.6 Protection of Mature 
Trees 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

8.8 Control of Invasive Exotics 12.5 Control of Invasive and 
Alien Species 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

8.9 Tree Replacement 12.7 Tree Replacement Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

 



 

     
9 Archaeology    
9.1 Archaeological Features 13.1 Impact on archaeological 

sites and sites of cultural 
heritage 

  13.2 Archaeological mitigation 

Mitigation derived from A2B ES and 
Waverley CoCP 

10 Site Boundaries / Hoardings    
10.1 Fencing and Hoardings 4.7 Fencing and Hoardings Mitigation derived Waverley CoCP 

although no requirement for timber 
boundary hoardings in non 
residential areas 

10.2 Security 4.8 Security Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

10.3 Access for Fire Appliances 3.10 Site Access for 
Emergency Services 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

     
11 Site Activities    
11.1 Good Housekeeping 4.3 Good Housekeeping Mitigation derived from Waverley 

CoCP 
11.2 Living Accommodation 4.4 Living Accommodation Mitigation derived from Waverley 

CoCP 
11.3 Clearance of Site on 

Completion 
4.11 Clearance of Site on 

Completion 
Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP with additional mention of 
maintenance access points 

11.4 Pest Control 4.5 Pest Control Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

11.5 Use of Existing Structures 4.6 Use of Existing 
Structures 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

     
12 Safety    
12.1 Emergency Contacts and 

Procedures 
3.5 Emergency Contacts and 

procedures 
Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

12.2 Health & Safety at Work Act 
1974 

 Section not in A2B CoCP Not felt necessary to specify 
requirement to comply with key 
legislation, addressed by 1.7 

12.3 Contaminated Materials 
(Special Precautions) 

3.6 Safety Aspects of 
contaminated materials 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

12.4 Crane Arcs 3.7 Crane Arcs Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

12.5 Use of Explosives 3.8 Use of explosives Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

     
13 Lighting 4.9 Compound and Site 

Lighting 
Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

     
14 Protection of Existing 

Installations 
   

14.1 Information   Considered to be addressed by 8.2 
14.2 Safeguarding 8.1 Safeguarding Mitigation derived from Waverley 

CoCP 
14.3 Structure Damage 

Assessments before 
Construction of Works 

8.2 Structure Damage 
Assessments before 
Construction of Works 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

14.4 Defects Survey after 
Construction of Works 

8.3 Defects Survey after 
Construction of Works 

Mitigation derived from Waverley 
CoCP 

14.5 Utilities    

 



 

     
15 Site Specific Commitments 14 Details of Specific Sites  
15.1 Location specific mitigation 

measures 
 Section not in A2B CoCP 

15.2 Commitments concerning 
specific procedures 

 Section not in A2B CoCP 

Specific mitigation details are 
described within body of the 
document 

     
Annex 
A 

SAC Maps 15 Maps  
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